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To: J. Lee IlenUin 



?roai: Veslcy J. Licbalcr 



« 

Hessre. Crirfin and Elawson and I raise questions covering 
the palapvir.t which Lt. Day of the Dallas I'olice Dspartsont CesCi** 
ficc he "lifted frcai the u;'.dersida of the barrel of the 2-1 rifle 
on h’ovc:nhcr 22, 15o3. 'A'.at story is set forth on pages 7-10 of Che • 
proposed final draft of Chapter ZV of the Report* copies of VAicb . 
are attached. 



• 

V.-e sussett that additional investisation be conductad CO 
dctorr»inc with greater certainty that the palnprint was actually 
lifted fronj the rifle as Lt. Day has testified. ' The on*y evidence ^ 
VC presently have on that print is the testinony of mC. D«y hii»sc*s* 
he has stated that although ha lifted the i/Zlsu^riTit on Kov»ber 22 * 
19o3, he did not provide a coy of the lift to the 821 untal 
hoverther 22, iSoi (9 V. 250-81). lie also testified that after the. 
lift he "could still see traces of the pri-nt under the barrel ao 4 
ves <'oin" to trv to use photography to bring off or bring cut c , 
better p^nt." 'llr. La tone of the 7tl tcctified with respect to 
the lift of the paL-uprir.t, that ''evidently the lifting had bean CO 
ccnplcte that there was nothing left to show any Barking on the gw 
itself cs to the existence of such— even cn etteapt on t^ic part OZ • 
anyone also to process the rifle*’ Cld * at 24) • 



.dditior.al probless ere raised by the fact Chet: 



1) ::r. Lator.a testified that the poor finish of the X-l 
rifle Bade it absorbent and uot conducive to getting a good print; 



2) Kone of the otl'.er prints orv the rifle could b® identlfioA 
because they ware of such poor quality* 



2) rne other prints on the rifle were protected by cellophaao 
while the area where the pairprint had been lifted was not, ovoa 
thou'h La. Ley testified that efter the lift the "/pain/ print oa • . 

vac ahair beet bet, still reaained on there," when he was esAOd * 
C'-y ha had not released the lift to the 731 on Koveaber 22, W&2* % . 
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V/j should rcviev/ tl'.c above circumstances &t our confercncs 
v.ltia A"cnt L.atonc and Insf-ector Mai ley. The co:ifi 2 u ration oT the 
'palni print should be reviov/cd to determine, if possible, whetitor 
or not it wcu removed from a cylindrical surface* The possibility 
tl-,at tile pah-n print or evidence of tiie Lift was destroyed while 
rific was in transit should be reviewed witlt tliem. The exact 
condition of tlie rifle at tlie time it was turned over to the FBI 
Dallas office should be ascertained. Agost Latona should be asked 
if he can thirdc of any explanation for the apparent conflict in the 
above testimony. 



V/e should alsc: 



1) Determine whetlier or not Lt. Day had assistance whan 
he vyorked with the prints on the rifle. If he did, we 
should obtain statements from those who assisted him. 



2) Lt.Day should be asked why he preserved tltc fingerpria:* 
on the rifle, which were not sufficiently clear to malce 
positive identification, and yet did not preserve She palm print, which 
was clear enou^'h for tliat purpose.. >■ 



3) Lt. Day should also be asked why he removed only the 
pamt print and should be questioned again concerrang hic 
recollection tliat he saw tiic palm print still on the rifle after he 






4) Dt. Day should be asked if he took any photographs of 
tl'.c palm print cn tlic rifle after the lift. He may have 
done CO, since he did phoiograph tlie less valuable fingerprints, and 
tlic palm print on the rifle, according to his testimony, was still the 
“best bet" for identification. It.is also significant that Lr. Day stated 
tl'.at he was going to attempt to get a better print through use of 
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